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The present Reply Brief is being filed (in triplicate) pursuant to 37 CFR 1.193(b)(1) in 
order to address the Examiner's Answer, which was mailed on December 26, 2001. 


Claims 1. 13, and 14 

In reference to lines 5-22 on page 7 of the Examiner's Answer, concerning claim 1, it still 
appears as if the Examiner is arguing that the only difference between Matthews and claim 1 is 
the camera angle. Although the Examiner states that he disagrees with this assertion, the only 
arguments presented by the Examiner concern the change in camera angle. As stated in the 
Appellant's Appeal Brief, the prior art and claimed invention must be viewed as a whole. It is 
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